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Listen to this-I hope my colleagues

realile this. For the really successful
entrepreneur, we are increasing their
marginal rates by about 42 percent be-
cause we are taking the rate from 31
percent to 44.5 percent. That is a tre-
mendous increase.

That is not just soaking the rich.
That is shooting them between the
eyes. That Is going to put people out of
work.

For people to stand on the flcor of
the Senate and say this does not hurt
small business-it does.

There are a lot of small businesses
that are taxed as individuals that have
income above S140,000 or above $200,000.
And those are the people that are hir-
ing people. Seventy or 80, maybe 90 per-
cent of the new Jobs created were in
this category, they were in the success-
ful small business.

And we are going to cost Jobs.
Then to say-and I heard President

Clinton say this last night on Larry
King. He said, "Well, we really don't
hurt the middle-income people. We do
not touch them."

That is, frankly, not the case. The
facts are there is a gasoline tax that is
in the Senate bill. He said, "Well,
that's only $1 a week." In my family it
is a whole lot more than S1 a week. I
have a 21-year-old daughter, I have a
17-year-old daughter, my wife, and I.
Altogether that is four drivers in our
family. That is a lot more than a S50
tax increase for our family, and I am
sure It is for a lot of families that live
out in the rural areas. But he did not
mention there is a big tax increase on
Social Security recipients who have in-
come above $32,000. That is middle in-
come.

Then he said people who make less
than $30,000 are held harmless. That is
not the case, because many of those
people are not going to receive earned

income tax creLdt. That Is Elat not the
case. Many of thoa.e pevnple are not
going to receive increases in food
stamps to cushion the blow on the re-
gressive nature of the gasoline taxes.
So I can think of lots of people who
make less than $30,000, including my
daughter who makes $4.75 an hour to
pay for gasoline in her car and mainte-
nance and so forth. She is not going to
get earned Income tax credits. So It is
going to cost her. It is going to cost a
lot of people.

My father-in-law, who is retired, who
has Social Security and has other in-
come.in the $30,000-some range, get to
pay another $100 a month In Social Se-
curity taxes. President Clinton evi-
dently forgot about him last night. But
there is a big tax on Social Security re-
ciplents that is in this package.

Sock it to the wealthy, he says. But
is going to put people out of work. He
says he is a friend of small business,
but we are going to mandate parental
leave, we are going to mandate health
care.

There is a report done by the Herit-
age Foundation that says if a new pay-
roll tax were to fund the Clinton pro-
gram only for all workers and their de-
pendents, the payroll tax would have to
be set at 9.48 percent. A new payroll
tax of almost 9.5 percent on all employ-
ers, small and large? Congratulations,
small business people. This administra-
tion is your friend. I read that in his
book, "Putting People First." But,
frankly, we are putting small business
last. Successful small business people
are going to pay the highest marginal
rates of anyone.

So, my point is this tax bill and this
tax oonference leaves a lot to be de-
sired. I think it is a prescription, not
for deficit reduction, it is a prescrip-
tion, frankly, to put people out of
work.

Then I would like to comment finally
on the components of this package be-
cause, again, I have heard President
Clinton last night who said It is a $500
billion deficit-reduction package. He
also said he expects his spending cuts
would exceed the tax increases. Frank-
ly, this is not the case. Neither Is the
case. It is not a $500 billion deficit-re-
duction package. He is taking credit
for $44 billion that is already in present
law. That was part of the 1990 budget
package. How can you take credit for
something that is already part of law?
That is $44 billion. He takes credit for
interest savings, and that is not any-
thing that is done In this-bill. That is
a wish.

If we look, he takes credit for spend-
ing reductions in appropriations bills,
two-thirds of which do not happen
until after the next Presidential elec-
tion. I might mention nmost of that is
in defense, and many of us think he Is
current defense far too much and too
fast. But the net result s1 you are look-
ing at tax increases that are not 1 to 1,
or spending cuts as large as the tax in-
creases. If you call tax increases and
user fees tax increases, which they are,
and you eliminate the interest savings,
you realize that the total ratio of ta.
increases versus spending cuts Is $2.82
in tax Increases for every $1 of spend-
ing cuts.

Mr. P'esident, I yield the floor and
ask unanimous consent to have this
table printed in the RECORD, which will
show the amount of savings from ap-
propriations, from reconciliation, from
user fees, and revenues, so individuals
can find out the bulk of this package is
clearly a tax Increase and not a spend-
ing cut.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma yields the floor.
Under the previous order the Senator
from South Carolina is recognized for
up to 20 minutes. The Chair recognizes
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
HOLLiNcS].

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, re-

sponding to the comments made by my
distinguished colleague from Okla-
homa. there has been a constant bab-
ble-and I say again "babble"--about
an alleged 2-for-l or 3-for-I ratio' of tax
increases to spending cute in the Presl-

dent's deficit-reduction plan. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. the ranking member
of the Finance Committee and former
chairman of the Finance Committee,
Senator PACt8WOOD, said there is $3.50
In taxes for every $1 in spending cuts.
Others say $2.82 In taxes for every $1 in
cuts. This is a crude distortion of the
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facts. I want to give the exact figure.
which is that there is less than S1 in
taxes for each $1 In spending cuts.

In the current 1993 budget, discre-
tiorary spending-namely, defense, do-
mestlc and International affairs, totals
$548 billion. In President Clinton's pro-
posed 1994 budget. total discretionary
spending is reduced to 5538 billion; that
amounts to an absolute reduction of
S10 billion In discretionary spending.

President Clinton Is being accused of
tax and spend, but in fact the gen-
tleman from Arkansas has not had a
chance to spend. He just got to town.
The small exception is the modest sup-
plemental bill, most of which was fi-
nanced through offsets. There was S1
billion In that bill for defense and
peacekeeping that was not offset. But
most of it was. of course, offset.

So the distinguished President of the
United States has not had any oppor-
tunity to spend. He just got to town.
But he has had the fortitude, please-by-
gracious. to tackle this deficit head on.
lie has offered a historic plan. But this
crowd on the other side of the aisle
want to distract us with nonsense:
"What Hillary Clinton's pay schedule
is on her income tax and how much the
Presdlent's BVD's are worth."

That is what drew me to the floor.
The Senator from Wyoming was talk-
ing about President Clinton's shorts
and T-shirts. And then I had to listen
to this distorted babble about a 2-for-1
ratio and $2.82 in taxes to each $1 in
cuts.

Here is the budget. Its deficit reduc-
tion is accomplished through all kinds
of spending cuts and freezes. The oppo-
sltion cries, "Cut first, cut-cut, ta. and
spend." I want to tell you who has been
spending. The Republicans are howling
because they know we have cut spend-
ing. Defense, domestic, international
affairs In 1993: $548 billion: in President
Clinton's budget, 1994: $538 billion.

So what did President Clinton do? He
came to town and he said, "Look, I am
zgoing to cut my own White House staff

25 percent." He said, "I am going to cut
out 100,000 Federal employees." Cut
spending first? He has been the first
one to cut.

They do not like a President who
cuts the deficit. They have had two
Presidents for 12 years whose solemn
oath was to Increase the deficit and
debt, and they succeeded.

But President Clinton said first,
when he came to town, "I will cut the
White House. We will cut 100,000 em-
ployees. We will cut your pay, Mr.
President. and cut my pay, and all Fed-
eral pay. There is going to be a freeze.
We are going to cut the congressional
staffs." I had to cut staff in the Com-
merce. Space, Science, Transportation
Committee by 10 percent.

Next, the President put the Vice
PIresident In charge of auditing all the
executive departments to see where he
can root out waste. And he put his bril-
liant wife. Ms. Hillary Rodham Clin-
ton, in charge of cutting health costs.
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This administration has been work-

ing now for 6 months on cutting spend-
ing first. So the Senators from Wash-
ington, Oklahoma, and Wyoming are
Johnny come lately's when they cry
"Cut spending first." And the Senator
from Oklahoma is flat wrong in claim-
ing that this plan has $2.82 in taxes for
each $1 in cuts, nonsense.

In truth the President's plan actually
has more spending cuts than new taxes.
I am going to give you the exact fig-
ures. The President cuts spending first,
and those cuts are as follows: Entitle-
ments, $97 billion in cuts; discre-
tionary, $102 billion in cuts; Interest
costs, $56 billion In cuts; for a total of
$255 billion in spending cuts.

The new revenues total $243 billion.
So my friends on the other side can run
around with their bogus claims, they
can babble on about the President's
shorts and the First Lady's taxes or
whatever, but they ought to be
ashamed of themselves, trotting out
here for an hour every week, trying to
divert the public's attention, but offer-
ing no constructive, detailed rec-
ommendation whatsoever.

I sat in that Budget Committee, and
all the opposition did was play games.
When they got to the Budget Commit-
tee, they said, "The President Is cut-
ting everybody's pay. We can't have
that." So they voted for amendments
to increase the pay. Later, they came
to the floor with the Dole-Domenlci
plan, which included all the cuts pro-
posed by the Democrats. It was Demo-
crats who cut spending first. The Re-
publicans simply took the Democratic
cuts In their Dole-Domenici plan.

So they are just playing a sordid
game of hollow amendments, bogus al-
ternatives, and nothing constructive.
They took our cuts, and added to them
a 5-year freeze-never mind the flood in
the Midwest--costing $8 billion, $9 bil-
lion; and never mind practical consid-
erations such as paying for an expan-
sion of prisons and law enforcement.

I am wrestling now with an appro-
prlations bill trying to find an addi-
tional $130 million for immigration,
Border Patrol, to get on top of that; for
internal security so terrorists will not
be blowing up the World Trade Center
and other landmarks; for Somalia, for
Bosnia, for all the peacekeeping oper-
ations that have gone up to a billion
bucks.

So they preached grandly: "We are
going to have a 5-year freeze." It was
just fabricated out of the whole cloth.
Nothing in the Finance Committee; no
motion, just, by gosh, a full-court press
on TV on the floor of the U.S. Senate
hollering "cut spending first" and Just
a babble of tax, tax, tax.

All right, if they wart to talk taxes,
let us talk about their Saxes. They do
not want to talk about really reducing
the deficit and the debt. They want to
talk about taxes. Let us talk about
their tax of $1 billion a day. That is
what we have to go down and borrow
everyday, $1 billion to pay interest
costs on the national debt. When the
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Republicans came to town in 1981, an-
nual interest costs were $52 billicn.
Today, annual Interest is $310 billion.
So every weekday and Saturday we go
down to the bank at 8 o'clock and in-
crease taxes by $1 billion. and therein.
Mr. President, Is the real problem that,
very few In the land have realized be-
cause we have failed to educate the
American people.

There was a little program that my
kids listened to early every Saturday
morning, "Big John and Sparky." It
used to repeat this rhyme: "All, the
way through life, let this be your goal:
Keep your eye on the donut, not the
hole." The donut in this case is the 51
billion-per-day interest costs or the in-
terest "taxes." You can pay Social Se-
curity taxes and you get Social Secu-
rlty benefits. You can pay gasoline
taxes and you can get highways and
bridges. But pay $1 billion-per-day In-
terest "taxes" and you get absolutely
nothing.

The Republican crowd that was going
to do away with waste Instituted the
biggest scandal of waste in the history
of man. And responsibility for this
scandal is now admitted to by the very
architect of the Reagan economic plan,
David Stockman. Writing in New Per-
spective magazine, none other than
David Stockman, the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget for
President Ronald Reagan, clearly lays
the blame in the Republicans' lap. I
ask unanimous consent to print the ar-
ticle in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed In the
RECORD, as follows:

[From New Perspective, Spring 1993]
AMERICA Is NOT OVERSPENDINO

(David A. Stockman. Director of the Office
of Management and Budget from 1981 to 1985.
during the first years of the "Reagan Revo-
lution." David Stockman left office amid the
lingering controversy caused by his revela-
tion In the Atlantic magazine about the in-
ternal Administration politics which, Stock-
man said. would result in untenable deficits.

(Stockman's memoirs of those years are
entitled "A Triumph of Politics: How the
Reagan Itevolutlon Failed." lie Is currently
a General Partner at the Blackstone Group.
a New York Investment house.)

President Clinton's economic plan deserves
heavy-duty criticism-particularly the $190
billion worth of new boondo!ggles through FY
1998 that are euphemilstlcally labelled "stlm-
ulus" and "investment" programs. But on
one thing he has told the unvarnished truth.
There is no way out of the elephantine budg-
et deficits which have plagued the nation
since 1981 without major tax Increases.

In this regard. the full-throated anti-tax
war cries emanating from the GPO since
February 17 amount to no more than decep-
tive gibberish. Indeed, if Congressman Newt
Glngrlch and his playmates had the parental
supervision they deserve. they would be sent
to the nearest corner wherein the lodge their
Plnocchlo-slized noses until t.his adult task of
raising taxes Is finished.

The fact is, we have no other viable choice.
According to the Congressional budget Office
(COB) forecast, by FY 1998 we will have prac-
tical full employment and. also. nearly a S400
billion budget deficlt if nothing is done. The
projected red ink would amount to five per-
cent of GNP, and would mean continuing
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Treasury absorption of most of our meager
net nat!onal savings through the end of the
century. This Is hardly a formula for sus-
taining a competitive and growing economy.

The root problem goes back to the July
1981 frenzy of excessive and Imprudent tax-
cutting that shattered the nation's fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied this giant mistake of
fiscal governance, and their own culpability
In it, ever since. Instead, they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of anti-tax venom, while
pretending that economic growth and spend-
ing cuts alone could cure the deficit.

It ought to be obvious by not that we can't
grow our way out. If we should happen to re-
alize CBO's economic forecast by 1998,
wouldn't a nearly $400 billion deficit In a full
employment economy 17 years after the
event finally constitute the smoking gun?

To be sure, a version to higher taxes is usu-
ally a necessary, healthy Impulse in a polltl-
cal democracy. But when the alternative be-
comes as self-evidently threadbare and
groundless as has the "growth" argument.
we are no longer dealing with legitimate
skepticism but with what amounts to a dem-
agogic fetish.

Unfortunately, as a matter of hard-core po-
litical realism, the ritualized spending cut
mantra of the GPO anti-taxers Is equally
vapid. Again, tne historical facts are over-
whelming.

Ronald Reagan's original across-the-board
Income tax cut wouhl have permanently re-
duced the federal revenue base by three per-
cent of GNP. At - time when defense spend-
ing was being rapidly pumped up. and in a
context In which the then "conservative"
congressional majority had already decided
to leave 90 percent of domestic spending un-
touched, the Reagan tax rate cut along
would have strained the nation's fiscal equa-
tion beyond the breaking point. But no one
blew the whistle. Instead, both parties suc-
cumbed to a shameless tax-bidding war that
ended up doubling the tax cut to six percent
of GNP-or slashing by nearly one-third the
permanent revenue base of the United States
government.

While delayed effective dates and nhas,-lns
postponed the full day of reckoning until the
late 1980s, there Is no gainsaying the fiscal
carnage. As of August, 1981, Uncle Sam had
been left to finance a 1980s-slzed domesti:
welfare and state and defense build-up from
a general revenue base that was now smta!er
relative to GNP than at any time since 1940!

In subsequent years, several "mini" tax In-
crease bills did slowly restore the Federal
revenue base to nearly Its post-war average
share of GNP. The $2.5 trillion In cumulative
deficits since 1981, however, is not a product
of "over-spending" In any meaningful sense
of the term. In fact, we have had a rolling
legislative referendum for 12 years on "ap-
propriate" Federal spending In today's soci-
ety-and by now the overwhelming bl-par-
tisan consensus is crystal clear.

Cash benefits for Social Security reclpi-
ents, government retirees and veterans will
cost about 5500 billion In 1998-or six percent
of prospective GNP. The fact Is they also
cost six percent of GNP when Jimmy C.-'ter
came to town In 1977, as they did when Ron-
ahl Reagan arrived in 1981. Bush in 19F9 and
Clinton in 1993.

The explanation for this remarkable 25
years of actual and prospective fiscal cost
stability is simple. Since the mid-1970s there
has been no legislative action to increase
benefit.s, while a deep political consensus has
steadily congealed on not cutting them, ei-
ther. Ronald Reagan pledged not to touch
Social Security In his 1984 debate with Mon-
dale; on this Issue Bush never did move hi,,
lips; and Rep. Glngrlch can readily wax t3

eloquently on the "sanctity" of the nation's
social contract with the old folks as the late
Senator Claude Pepper ever did.

The political and policy fundamentals of
the $375 billion prospective 1998 cost of Medi-
care and Medicaid are exactly the same. If
every amendment relating to these medical
entitlements which Increased or decreased
eligibility and benefit coverage since Jimmy
Carter's inauguration were laid end-to-end,
the net ; .pact by 1998 would hardly amount
to one tc two percent of currently projected
costs.

Thus, In the case of the big medical enti-
tlements, there has been no legislatively
driven "overspending" surge In the last two
decades. And since 1981, no elected Repub-
lican has even dared think out loud about
the kind of big changes in beneficiary pre-
mium costs and co-payments that could ac-
tually save meaningful budget dollars.

To be sure, budget costs of the medical en-
titlements have skyrocketed-but that Is be-
cause our underlying health delivery system
Is ridden with Inflationary growth. Perhaps
Hillary will fix this huge, systemic economic
problem. But until that silver bullet is dis-
covered, there Is no way to save meaningful
budget dollars in these programs except to
Impose higher participation costs on middle
and upper Income beneficiaries-a move for
which the GOP has absolutely no stomach.

Likewise, the "safety net" for the poor and
price and credit supports for rural America
cost the same In real terms-about $100 bil-
lion-as they did In January, 1981. That Is be-
cause Republicans and Democrats have gone
to the well year after year only to add nick-
els, subtract pennies, and, in effect, validate
over and over the same "appropriate" level
of spending.

On the vast expanse of the domestic budg-
et, then, "overspending" is an absolute
myth. Our post-1981 mega-deficlts are not at-
tributable to It; and the GOP has neither a
coherent program nor the political courage
to attack anything but the most microscopic
spending marginalla.

It Is unfortunate that having summoned
the courage to face the tax Issue squarely,
President Clinton has clouded the debate
with an excess of bashing the wealthy and an
utterly unnecessary grab-bag of new tax and
Spending giveaways. But that can be cor-
rected in the legislative process--and it in no
w'ay lots the Republicans off the hook. They
led the Congress into a giant fiscal mistake
12 years ago, and they now have the respon-
sibility to work with a President who is at
least brave enough to attempt to correct it.

hMr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
quote from David Stockman:

In this regard, the full-throated antitax
war cries emanating from the GOP since
February 17 amount to no more than decep-
tive gibberish.

I will read that again. This is David
Stockman:

In this regard, the full-throated antitax
war cries emanating from the GOP since
February 17 amount to no more than decep-
tive gibberish.

Bear in mind that Stockman is the
architect of this fiscai dilemma that
Republicans have offloaded on a Presi-
dent, President Clinton, who is willing
towork, is willing to commit, willing
to lead. I saw President Clinton last
night on Larry King Live. He was mag-
nificent. We, Democrats, are worried
now because they have us on a tax run,
because we were suckered into this
nonsense. But listen to David Stock-
man to get a true picture of who got us

Into this mess and what is required to
get us out of It.

I am quoting Stockman:
The root problem goes-tack to the July

1981 frenzy of excessive and Imprudent tax
cutting that shattered the Nation's fiscal
stability.

I want to read that again:
The root problem goes back to the July

1981 frenzy of excessive and Imprudent tax
cutting that shattered the Nation's fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied this giant mistake of
fiscal governance, and their own culpability
in it, ever since. Instead, they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of antitax venom, while pre-
tending that economic growth and spending
cuts alone could cure the deficit.

It ought to be obvious by now that we
can't grow our way out of.

I am skipping over, and one more line
here:

On the vast expanse of the domestic budg-
et, then, "overspending" Is an absolute
myth. Our post-1981 mega-deficlts are not at-
tributable to it; and the GOP has neither a
coherent program nor the political courage
to attack anything but the most microscopic
spending margtnalia.

And among those marginalia, I would
include the President's BVD's, which
we had to hear about this morning
from the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming.

Now what have we come to as a gov-
erning body? The opposition does not
offer a single constructive program.
Stockman knows it. We know it. They
know it. And that is why they con-
stantly resort to this verbal abuse and
posturing on taxes. I quote Stockman
one more time:

Instead they have incessantly poisoned the
political debate with a mindless stream of
antitax venom.

That is what we have heard. That is
exactly what It is. I cannot sit in my
office and listen to this nonsense every
week and act like seriously I am a Sen-
ator of the United States trying to
work on the problems.

You find the President coming here
and is willing not to finesse and fiddle
around, but to attack the deficit from
every angle. A freeze? Yes, I authored
that, and tried, along with Howard
Baker, for 5 years. President Clinton
has offered better than a freeze. When
you have S548 billion in this for domes-
tic discretionary, for defense, and for
international-all three-and you are
cutting it back, that is more ambitious
than a freeze. That is not. just taking
the $548 billion for 1993 and duplicating
it next year. We are cutting $10 billion
out of that. We have cut spending first.
And we still need, as Stockman and ev-
eryone else with any common sense
knows-and they know it and they do
have common sense-you are going to
need some taxes.

I had to listen to the Social Security
nonsense. Everybody that has a pen-
sion, other than Social Security, pays
taxes on 100 percent of benefits. So It
has been recommended in trying to get
some kind of fiscal prudence around
here that we take couples who are
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making over $40,000, rather than pay-
ing on 50 percent, let them pay on 85
percent. Not on 100 percent, like every
other pension beneficiary is paying,
but let them pay on S5 percent. That is
strictly on the rich. That is not ruining
Social Security.

What they voted against-a major-
Ity-was an increase In Social Security
taxes. We got under the Clinton bill a
program of raising taxes on the
wealthiest recipients of Social Secu-
rity-who, bless them, have worked
their way out and do not, in a sense,
need Social Security as was originally
intended, as a safety net. To tell you
the truth, I have talked to many, many
of them visiting around the country
and they agree that benefits of the
wealthy should be taxed.

This crowd is trying to intimidate,
terrorize, poison the well, as Stockman
says. about Social Security.

Senator MOYNIhAN and I gave them a
chance to vote against increasing So-
cial Security taxes in April 1991. But
they all said do not mess with Social
Security. In fact, we were trying to
stop the messing with Social Security.
There was an automatic, by law, In-
crease in January of over $5.4 billion in
Social Security taxes-factored out,
over some $30 billion over the 5 years.
Republicans voted for that tax increase
of over $30 some billion but have the
audacity and unmitigated gall now to
come on the floor and oppose the $28
billion tax Increase for the wealthiest
taxpayers over 5 years that can help us
get rid of this cancer that they left on
Bill Clinton's doorstep.

The problem then is not Just the defi-
cit. The problem is the tax increase of
daily interest payments that are on
automatic pilot. I call it the Reagan-
Bush automatic pilot. They put tax In-
creases to the tune of $1 billion a day.
That is our problem. Because if you
take the entire Clinton plan, and you
look at the end of 5 years, you still
have a more than substantial deficit.
You see, we confuse things when we
talk about reducing the deficit by S500
billion over 5 years. What we mean is
we are reducing deficit spending by $500
billion. Because the problem is so vi-
cious and self-perpetuating that we
will be increasing the national debt by
way of ongoing deficit spending. Defi-
cit and debt, debt and deficit, the same
thing. Up and up and away. It has to be
paid for, which increases the Interest
cost, Interest taxes that are going up
each year.

So what we are doing is trying to get
on top of this tax hemorrhage. If they
want to talk taxes. I am going to talk
taxes the rest of this year. And they
are the ones who created this mess
over 12 years. They had the entire Gov-
ernment practically speaking with the
President and his vetoes. He was al-
ways threatening. George Bush never
threatened a veto on spending. I can go
back to the Reagan record, all the
spcnding bills he signed. Not a single
.- to of spending by George Herbert
Walker Bush. At least they are no

longer talking over there about the
Bush recovery, for heavens sakes. We
do not have a strong recovery. It is a
very, very tenuous thing. Because of
what? Because of the quadrupling of
the national debt under Reagan and
Bush. Because the debt was right at
S903 billion when President Reagan
came to town. Now it is $4.2 trillion.
We never reached a $1 trillion debt in
the 207 years of history, with all the
Presidents, in the history of our land,
prior to Reagan. But when Reagan
came on board, he instituted an affirm-
ative action program to increase the
deficit and increase the debt, and now
the Republicans have off-loaded it onto
President Clinton.

The real problem is how can we keep
the Government viable and solvent. We
want to try to get on top of Head Start,
Women, Infants, and Children's feed-
ing, the FBI, the Border Patrol, the
flood in the Midwest, Hurricane An-
drew, antiterrorism, the cost of peace-
keeping, and so on. How do we pay for
it?

They say cut spending first. I am
going to try to mark up an appropria-
tions bill this afternoon. The first task
I face is to cut $1.2 billion to get within
the President's budget. So when the
distinguished Attorney General Reno
came the first question I asked her
was, "Madam Attorney General, where
is $130 million that you want cut. Do
not tell me what you want to increase.
You and I have to find the cuts."

When Secretary Brown of Commerce
came, I said, "Mr. Secretary, $537 mil-
lion you and I have to cut." And we cut
$10 billion out of current programs-as
they say, cut spending first. I would
like to cut more-the super collider,
the space station, the Osprey, $2 billion
out of intelligence could easily be
saved, the satellite program. I can go
on. The Republicans are the ones who
continually vote for these unnecessary
programs. Yes, we can cut spending
more, but do not blame President Clin-
ton for not cutting spending first. He
has been leading the way, and they do
not like it. They do not have a plan,
and they want to act like taxes are the
plan. Yes, their taxes. The Reagan-
Bush taxes are $310 billion, meaning
every weekday and Saturday at 8
o'clock, every morning as a result of
the Reagan-Bush administrations and
their programs with all they had for 6
years, the Republican Senate and ev-
erything else-and they are the ones
who started it. Ask Stockman. He said
it started under their leadership, their
President, their Senate. Now they try
to cover up by generating this inces-
sant babble about taxes. "A mindless
stream of antitax venom" is what
David Stockman calls It or, rather, de-
ceptive gibberish. That is what we
have. I hope they will cut It out and let
us go to work and try to solve the Na-
tion's problem and quite engaging in
this pollster pollilcs.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator has expired.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, what
is the order of business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator the period
for morning business is set to expire at
12:45.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I may proceed in
morning business not to exceed 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none. The
Senator from Arizona is recognized for
5 minutes.

INCREASED SPENDING BY PRE:SIDENTS

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
compliment the Senator from South
Carolina who has eloquently, as usual,
pointed out historically Just how ludi-
crous the other side of the aisle, the
Republican side of the aisle has been
with the spending under the Bush and
Reagan niministrations. It is really ap-
palling to see' the politicization that
has changed in this body just by the
fact that there is a Democrat at the
White House. We saw the biggest
spending, and you cannot blame it on
Congress, you have to lay it right at
the feet of the President of the United
States, whoever that may be, he or she.
And if in fact spending increases under
this administration, it will be the Clin-
ton administration that increased it,
just as it was the Bush administration
and the Reagan administration that In-
creased spending.

Yes, the Congress does approve those
funds. We understand that. But the
leadership comes from the White
House, and we have some leadership
here. I did not vote for the Reconcili-
ation Act because of tax problems that
I felt were not necessary. But, indeed,
there are cuts there, more cuts than we
have seen ever offered, at least in the
17 years I have been in this body. The
Senator from South Carolina certainly
points that out very explicitly.

MFN TO ROMANIA

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, on
July 13, 1993, legislation was intro-
duced in the Congress to restore most-
favored-nation status to Romania. As
chairman of the Commission on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Euro._e, known
as the Helsinki Commission, tnis is an
issue I have followed closely for some
time and one about which I have ex-
pressed serious reservations In the
past. That is why I feel it especially
important to comment on it today, and
I do support the restoration of MFN to
Romania.

As many of my colleagues will recall,
last year I joined Senator BYRD and a
bipartisan group of my colieagues in
coeponsoring an amendment to delay
consideration of MFN until Romania's
Presidential' and parliamentary elec-
tions had taken place. Our amendment
also noted that in considering the
trade agreement, the Senate would
take into account Romania's record on
human rights and its compliance with
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the United Nations sanctions against
Serbia and Montenegro.

Because of the Helsinki Commis-
sion's concerns regarding the free and
fair conduct of the electoral process,
Cochairman STENY HOYER and I sent a
member of the Commission staff to Ro-
mania both during the campaign period
and on election day. In our view, the
September 1992 elections legitimately
reflected the will of the people of Ro-
mania.

Since that time, we have continued
to monitor closely developments in Ro-
mania. In April 1993, I led a Helsinki
Commission delegation to Romania,
with the express purpose of focusing on
issues of congressional concern: Inde-
pendence of the media, civilian control
of the security forces, and protection of
human rights. Our delegation discussed
these Issues in detail with Romanian
human rights and civic organizations,
media representatives, Parliamentar-
ians, and President Ion Illescu. We also
participated in a ceremony commemo-
rating the transfer of six United States
speedboats to the Romania and Bul-
garian customs authorities for assist-
arnce in sanctions enforcement.

Our delegation was impressed by
many of the cha',ges that were visible
since our last visit in 1990, from the
growing number of commercial enter-
prises in Bucharest to the energy and
organization of the nongovernmental
human rights community and the am-
bitious motivation of independent
media representatives.

I firmly believe that the time has
come to demonstrate our support and
encouragement for the efforts the peo-
ple of Romania continue to make to
build and strengthen democracy in
their country. Of course, the transition
is still underway, and the Helsinki
Commission will continue to monitor
developments closely. But we need to
acknowledge that Important steps have
been taken, from establishing a joint
parliamentary commission to oversee
the Romanian Intelligence Service to
auctioning frequencies for local inde-
pendent television stations to forming,
with full government support, a Con-
sultative Council for National Minori-
ties. And we need to recognize that Ro-
mania is making a good-faith effort to
enforce the U.N. sanctions against a
former ally and trading partner, de-
spite tremendous economic difficulty
at home.

The Helsinki Commission naturally
hopes that further progress toward full
compliance with CSCE standards and
commitments will be achieved. But
clearly, important efforts are under-
way, and the Romanians deserve our
support. If we truly care about develop-
mento in Romania, then our policy
must be one of engagement, and not
Isolation. I urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting the restoration of
most-favored-nation trade status to
Romania.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

FOUR VALIANT LAW
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS DIED
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it is

with great sadness that I come to the
floor today. I regret to inform my col-
leagues of the deaths of three U.S. cus-
toms officers and one officer from the
Georgia Bureau of Investigation. These
four valiant law enforcement officers
died In the service of their country
while protecting their community and
our Nation-customs officers David E.
DeLoach, air interdiction officer; Alan
J. Klumpp, pilot; Carl "Richard"
Talafous, pilot; and Lee DeLoach,
Georgia Bureau of Investigation-no
relation to David E. DeLoach-were
killed in the crash of a U.S. Customs
helicopter on Wednesday, July 14, 1993.

Mere words cannot express my eor-
row over this loss. There is no doubt in
my mind and there should be no doubt
in this Chamber that these dedicated
men made the ultimate sacrifice in the
pursuit of freedom from the illicit drug
trade. We owe the preservation of our
fundamental freedoms to the brave few
who put their lives on the line, to pro-
tect us, and to protect our children.

When one of your own is taken in the
line of duty it brings close to home
what the family and friends of law en-
forcement officers live with every
day-that the next day may be their
last. It is hard to imagine the pain and
suffering that has come to the families
of these Customs officers. I would hope
that we would take a moment to re-
flect on the courage and the spirit of
Messrs. Klumpp, DeLoach, Talafous,
and DeLoach.

I have met with a good number of
customs aviation operations employ-
ees, and I have found an extraordinary
esprit de corps. This experience gave
me the insight to know that commit-
ment to law enforcement and the love
of flying were with these individuals to
the end.

Mr. President, the parents, family,
friends, and all of the people close to
these brave men, must know In their
hearts that they have the thanks and
the support of a grateful nation. The
families must know that these men and
the hundreds like them who carry a
badge, do so with our respect and our
praise. We should help David DeLoach's
2-year-old son to understand that his
dad was on a mission to make his and
other childrens world a little safer.
There is no higher calling.

No words, actions, or deeds can bring
these. brothers, sons, father, uncles,
friends back to us. We should, however,
always remember their contribution to
this Nation's security. They died with
honor and respect, Just as they served.
Mr. President, I would simply ask that
we observe a moment of silence to re-
member our fallen.

FLOODING IN THE MIDWEST
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I had an

opportunity to visit with a few of the
folks affected by the devastating floods

in the Midwest. I am not amazed at the
steel of these people, the ability to
come back from a very catastrophic
flood. I can remember the floods of 1951
when the water got to the second floor
of the exchange building at the stock-
yards in Kansas City.

I can remember other floods. It is
just remarkable,.the resiliency of the
core of this country, the heart of this
country, the ability to deal with this
catastrophic flood and do it with an at-
titude and resignation that, yes, this is
mother nature acting up again; we are
survivors; we will survive this, and the
next generation will also. But we must
help those people in some way.

But I will tell you, they are really
brave, brave souls who are fighting the
elements now in the central part of
this great Nation. I congratulate them
for it, and I am with them.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

TRIBUTE TO PAT NIXON
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President,

recently, our Nation lost a person I be-
lieve served us all as an uncommon
First Lady. Pat Nixon never sought the
public spotlight, and in fact, she never
cared a great deal for political life, but
she brought to the White House a spe-
clal dignity and a quiet determination
that only now seems to be gaining an
appreciation.

News stories since her death have
talked about her support for equal
rights for women and for the appoint-
ment of a woman to the Supreme
Court. We also now recognize her ef-
forts not only to restore the historical
authenticity of the White House but to
open its doors to more of the American
people.

I never had the pleasure of meeting
Mrs. Nixon, but I have long admired
her. In part, that Is because of my own
family history as the daughter of a
man strongly devoted to politics and
public service. Like Pat Nixon, my
mother was never enamored of politics,
but she cared deeply about my father
and our family and her priorities were
never in question.

Pat Nixon's priorities also were never
in question. The news media and much
of the public seems to have never un-
derstood that she was not pretending
to be a faithful wife and a good mother.
That is simply who she was and what
she was. For the Nixon family, she was
the human bridge between the never-
ending demands of public life and the
need each of us feels for a place that Is
genuinely, and simply, home.

Somehow, I am not surprised to hear
now that Pat Nixon had superb politi-
cal instincts or that she played a role
in White House matters. He obvious in-
telligence and substance always sug-
gested that. But the titles she prized
most highly were those of wife, moth-
er, and homemaker. With a lifetime
spent in the glare of the public spot-
light, holding to those priorities wavs
no small achievement. We honor her
for that.
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